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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . Applicant has amended claims 1,14, and 25. Claims 2-3, 5, 24, 26-27, and 29 
have been cancelled. No claims have been newly added. Thus, claims 1 , 4, 6-23, 25, 
28, and 30-44 remain pending and are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments and amendments filed 04 March 2010, with respect to the 
rejections of claims 1,4, 6-13, and 38-40 under 35 U.S.C. § 101, have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Thus, the rejections of claims 1, 4, 6-13, and 38-40 
under 35 U.S.C. § 101 have been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,14, and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
(a) have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 39, 42, and 43 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues, "Additionally, 
claims 39 recites "querying one or more database to identify unused travel documents" 
and further recites "presenting data regarding the unused travel documents on a report." 
Claims 42 and 43 recite the same or similar language. The Office Action states that 
Gardener, at paragraphs [0170]-[0174] discloses the recited language. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees with this interpretation of Gardener... Thus Gardener in fact 
teaches away from a system that queries "one or more database to identify unused 
travel documents" as recited in the claims. As a result, claims 39, 42 and 43 recite 
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elements not found in Flal<e, Gardener or Goss. Tlierefore claims 39, 42 and 43 are not 
obvious in view of the combination of Flake with Gardener and Goss." Examiner 
asserts that Gardener discloses," Passenger reservation services 88 acts as a single 
interface to the back-end services that support the booking process from any of the 
booking interfaces... It takes direction based on the current "state" of the particular 
booking conversation interface by messaging with the internal and external backend 
services that access customer/corporate profile information, flight schedules, fares 
information, seat availability information from the host CRS, and the traveler's master 
reservation record 100 that is in process of being created during the booking session. 
The reservation booking process is concluded by storing a master reservation 
record 100 containing all reservation information. The traveler is provided final 
confirmation during the booking session as well as a follow-up correspondence via a fax 
or e-mail 110. If the reservation has been made the same day as scheduled travel, the 
confirmation record will be immediately activated for boarding the flight at the airport 
gate". [0063-0064] Gardener further discloses "The passenger uses the first segment 
from Minneapolis-St. Paul to Charlotte. Billing is calculated for the used portion of the 
itinerary or $423. A revenue record is generated for the used segment using the 
original coupon prorated value of $423. Event #3: The passenger decides not to fly the 
second portion of the itinerary. Event #4: At this point, the reservation is closed and no 
additional processing is necessary. Under these circumstance and with existing 
systems, the passenger would pay $846 for the round-trip itinerary. To receive 
reimbursement for the unused portion, the passenger typically would seek a 
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refund or exchange for the unused portion of the itinerary. Conversely, using tlie 
system of tlie present invention, tlie passenger would pay for travel as they go. 
Accordingly, only one charge of $423 dollars with no additional processing would 
occur." [0170-0174] Since the travel record (i.e., database) contains the unused portion 
of the ticket, and the customer has to seek a refund for the unused portions, it is 
obvious that the record had to be accessed in order to present the unused tickets for 
refunding to the customer. Furthermore, in response to applicant's argument that prior 
art reference(s) teach away from examiner's interpretation, examiner asserts that the 
disclosed examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute a teaching away from 
a broader disclosure or non-preferred embodiments. In re Susi, 169 USPQ 423, 426 
(CCPA 1971). In the instant case, while Gardener's invention in an improvement over 
the past techniques. Gardener teaches that the technique was known in the art prior to 
the instant invention. 

5. With respect to claims 40 and 44, applicant has challenged Examiner's use of 
Official Notice. Examiner cites the reference to Buchanan (US 6,009,408). Buchanan 
discloses selecting a payment account from a plurality of payment accounts in 
accordance with a mode of travel (col 10, lines 5-40). Examiner submits that the 
reference to Buchanan is only being cited to substantiate the previous Official Notice 
statement by the examiner, does not result in a new basis for rejection, and therefore, 
this rejection is made final. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 6-10, 13-15, 18-23, 25, 30-34, 37, 39, 42, and 43 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Flake et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,832,451] in 
view of Gardener et al [US 2002/0178034] and Hollatz et al [US 6,333,980]. 

As per claims 1, 14, and 25, Flake et al discloses a method for execution by one 
or more processor, the method for providing travel services, the method comprising: 

receiving by the one or more processors data from a client system to insert into a 
traveler database having traveler information for a plurality of travelers (col 3, lines 46- 
52; col 8, lines 33-36; see Fig. 1); 

receiving by the one or more processors a request from a travel arranger for at 
least one travel service (col 7, lines 1-14); . 

requesting information regarding the at least one travel service from a Global 
Distribution System (GDS) (col 18, line 67-col 19, line 1); 

retrieving by the one or more processors traveler data from the traveler 
database, wherein the traveler data includes at least a portion of the traveler 
information; and displaying the traveler data in conjunction with the information from the 
GDS (col 2, lines 19-24; col 7, lines 16-27, col 19, lines 2-15, displays for the agent 
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{arranger} the requesting customer's business/ and or individual profile information, 
along with all CRS information); and 

deferring a task related to the travel request [col 7, lines 28-44; col 8, lines 1-17], 
the task associated with a skill group [col 8, lines 18-47; col 1, lines 65-67; col 2, lines 1- 
6]. 

While Flake et al discloses receiving data from a client system to insert into a 
traveler database having traveler information for a plurality of travelers (col 3, lines 46- 
52; col 8, lines 33-36; see Fig. 1), Flake et al does not explicitly disclose receiving data 
for a plurality of travelers. However, mere duplication of parts has no patentable 
significance unless new and unexpected result is produced, see In re Harza, 124 USPQ 
378 (CCPA 1960). 

Flake et al does not explicitly disclose associating in the traveler database a 
subset of the plurality of travelers with a travel arranger; 

displaying a user interface providing the subset of the plurality of travelers 
associated with the travel arranger on a display coupled to the one or more processors; 

receiving through the user interface a selection of a traveler from the subset of 
the plurality of travelers associated with the travel arranger; and 

retrieving traveler data for the selected traveler from the traveler database. 
However, Gardener et al discloses a customer profile database that stores every 
booking [0082]. Gardener et al further discloses allowing a travel planner to retrieve a 
travel profile for a second or subsequent traveler (i.e. a traveler associated with a travel 
planner) [0085, Examiner interprets a subset to include a "subsequent traveler"]. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary sl<ill in tlie art to include in the travel 
reservation system of Flake et al the ability to associate, display, and select a subset of 
travelers associated with a travel arranger as taught by Gardener since the claimed 
invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element 
merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were 
predictable. 

Flake et al does not disclose querying a call management system to receive data 
indicating an availability of travel counselors, the travel counselors associated with one 
or more skill groups, wherein a travel counselor is available when the travel counselor is 
not processing a call; upon determining that a number of available travel of counselors 
within the skill group associated with the task is above a predetermined threshold, 
routing the task to a travel counselor within the skill group for further processing the 
task. 

However, Hollatz et al discloses querying a call management system to receive 
data indicating an availability of travel counselors [col 2, lines 41-46], the travel 
counselors associated with one or more skill groups [col 2, lines 17-24], wherein a travel 
counselor is available when the travel counselor is not processing a call [col 6, lines 1- 
6]; upon determining that a number of available travel counselors within the skill group 
associated with the task is above a predetermined threshold, routing the task to a travel 
counselor within the skill group for further processing the task, wherein the 
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predetermined tliresliold is set to insure tliat one or more travel counselors are available 
to answer incoming phone requests [col 7, lines 5-10]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the 
travel reservation system of Flake et al the ability to determine that a number of 
available travel counselors within the skill group associated with the task is above a 
predetermined threshold and route the task to a travel counselor within the skill group 
for further processing the task as taught by Hollatz et al since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely 
would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

As per claims 6, 19, and 30, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least 
one travel service includes an airline reservation service (col 3, lines 26-29). 

As per claims 7, 20, and 31, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least 
one travel service includes a hotel reservation service (col 3, lines 26-29). 

As per claims 8, 21, and 32, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least 
one travel service includes a rental car reservation service (col 3, lines 26-29). 

As per claims 9, 22, and 33, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least 
one travel service includes a train reservation service (col 26-29). 

As per claims 10, 23, and 34, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least 
one travel service includes a limousine reservation service (col 26-29). 

As per claims 13 and 37, Flake et al further discloses further comprising: 
retrieving corporate travel data, said data including at least one travel policy; 
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determining a valid travel service option from the information from the GDS in 
accordance with the at least one travel policy (col 3, lines 55-65). 

As per claim 15, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least one GDS 
includes the Sabre system (col 3, lines 22-25). 

As per claim 18, Flake et al further discloses wherein the at least one GDS 
includes the Worldspan system (col 3, lines 26-29). 

As per claim 24, Flake et al further discloses further comprising a call 
management system operative to forward requests to a user of the travel services 
component (col 8, lines 4-16). 

As per claims 39, 42, and 43, Flake et al does not disclose querying one or 
more database to identify unused travel documents; and presenting data regarding the 
unused travel documents on a report. However, Gardener et al discloses identifying 
used and unused portions of an itinerary and providing a refund for the unused portions 
[01 70-01 74]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in 
the travel reservation system of Flake et al the ability to querying to identify unused 
travel documents and reporting the unused documents as taught by Gardner et al since 
the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination 
each element merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination 
were predictable. 
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8. Claims 4 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Flal<e et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,832,451] in view of Gardener et al [US 
2002/0178034] and Hollatz et al [US 6,333,980] as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Bull et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,995,943]. 

As per claims 4 and 28, Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al 
disclose all the limitations of claims 1 and 2. Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and 
Hollatz et al do not disclose wherein routing the task includes determining that a travel 
related service has become available. However, Bull et al discloses a method for finding 
a requested service that was not yet available and monitoring information additions so 
that the user may be provided the information when it is available (col 6, lines 5-15). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the travel 
reservation system of Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al, the ability to 
determine that a travel related service has become available as taught by Bull et al 
since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the 
combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of 
the combination were predictable. 

9. Claims 11, 35, 38, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Flake et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,832,451] in view of Gardener et al [US 
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2002/0178034] and Hollatz et al [US 6,333,980] as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Iyengar et al [U.S. Patent No. 6,360,205]. 

As per claims 11 and 35, Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al 
disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et 
al do not disclose wherein retrieving traveler data from the traveler database includes 
retrieving data regarding a previous itinerary and further comprising copying the data 
regarding the previous itinerary into a current itinerary. However, Iyengar et al discloses 
accessing a database record for a traveler from a previous transaction to copy that data 
into a current request (col 8, lines 9-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Flake et 
al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al, to include the method disclosed by Iyengar 
et al. Iyengar et al provides the motivation that the information from the previous 
transaction so that the request can be pre-populated with information and the user can 
avoid typing the information again (col 8, lines 9-30). 

As per claims 38 and 41, Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al 
disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et 
al do not disclose further retrieving details from a previous travel order for a traveler; 
and copying at least a portion of the details from the previous travel order to a user 
interface for a current travel order for the traveler. However, Iyengar et al discloses 
accessing a database record for a traveler from a previous transaction to copy that data 
into a current request (col 8, lines 9-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Flake et 
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al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al, to include tlie metliod disclosed by Iyengar 
et al. Iyengar et al provides the motivation that the information from the previous 
transaction so that the request can be pre-populated with information and the user can 
avoid typing the information again (col 8, lines 9-30). 

10. Claims 12 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Flake et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,832,451] in view of Gardener et al [US 
2002/0178034] and Hollatz et al [US 6,333,980] as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Harris et al [US 2002/01 081 09]. 

As per claims 12 and 36, Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al 
disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et 
al do not explicitly disclose wherein retrieving traveler data from the traveler database 
includes retrieving data regarding a first traveler's itinerary and further comprising 
copying the data regarding the first traveler's itinerary into a second traveler's itinerary. 
However, Harris et al discloses that a user inputs travel data for multiple passengers to 
generate a profile and that possible itineraries are presented based on the user's profile 
[0048]. Thus, suggesting that the first traveler's itinerary and the second traveler's 
itinerary include the same information as retrieved from the first itinerary. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the travel reservation system 
of Flake et al, modified with Gardener et al and Goss et al, the ability to copy the data 
regarding the first traveler's itinerary into a second traveler's itinerary as taught by Harris 
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et al since tlie claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the 
combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of 
the combination were predictable. 

1 1 . Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Flake et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,832,451] in view of Gardener et al [US 
2002/0178034] and Hollatz et al [US 6,333,980] as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Lynch et al [U.S. Patent No. 6,119,094]. 

As per claims 16 and 17, Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al 
disclose all the limitations of claim 14. Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz 
et al do not disclose wherein the at least one GDS includes the Galileo system and the 
Amadeus system. However, Lynch et al discloses a travel reservation system that 
includes the Galileo system and the Amadeus system (col 4, lines 54-60). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the travel reservation system 
of Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al, a GDS that includes the Galileo 
system and the Amadeus system as taught by Lynch et al since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely 
would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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12. Claims 40 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Flal<e et al [U.S. Patent No. 5,832,451] in view of Gardener et al [US 
2002/0178034] and Hollatz et al [US 6,333,980] as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Buchanan (US 6,009,408). 

As per claims 40 and 44, Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al 
disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et 
al do not disclose storing a plurality of payment accounts for a traveler, each of the 
plurality of payment accounts associated with a mode of travel; and selecting a payment 
account from the plurality of payment accounts in accordance with a mode of travel for a 
current travel order. Buchanan discloses selecting a payment account from a plurality 
of payment accounts in accordance with a mode of travel (col 10, lines 5-40; payments 
from accounts are provided based on whether airline or car rental). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the travel reservation system of 
Flake et al in view of Gardener et al and Hollatz et al, the ability to select an payment 
account according to the mode of travel as known in the art since the claimed invention 
is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely 
would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Conclusion 

1 3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of tlie extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SHANNON S. SALIARD whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5587. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 am - 
4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Hayes can be reached on 571-272-6708. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) 
as follows: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarl^s 
Wasliington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(571) 273-5587 [Informal/ Draft Communications, labeled 

"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"] 
Hand delivered responses should be brought to the Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314 

Shannon S Saliard 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3628 
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